REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of this application are respectfully requested in light of 
the above amendments and the following remarks. 

Claims 30-32 have been amended. Support for the amendments is provided at least in 
paragraph [0041] of the specification. The amendments have been drafted to overcome the 
objection applied to claim 31 and were not presented earlier due to the unforeseeability of the 
remarks presented in the Final Rejection. 

Claims 30-33 were rejected, under 35 USC 102(e), as being anticipated by Vayanos et al. 
(US 2005/0022098). To the extent these rejections may be deemed applicable to the amended 
claims, the Applicants respectfully traverse based on the points set forth below. 

In accordance with the Final Rejection's comments regarding amending the independent 
claims to better distinguish over Vayanos (see Final Rejection page 4, lines 2-6), claim 30 has 
been amended to define a method of managing a plurality of HARQ processes such that a 
reserved HARQ process is restricted to use by a specific data flow having a high priority. 
Vayanos does not disclose prioritizing data flows; instead, Vayanos merely discloses, in relevant 
part, that eight HARQ channels may be assigned for simultaneous use (see Vayanos paragraph 
[0058], last three sentences). Thus, Vayanos cannot be deemed to disclose the claimed subject 
matter of restricting a HARQ process to a specific data flow having a high priority. 

The Applicants' claimed subject matter supports the advantage of scheduling HARQ 
processes in accordance with a selected priority so as to efficiently use the available resources. 
As a result, soft buffer capabilities at the communication receiver may be reduced and the 
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processing speed of the scheduling algorithm maybe increased (see specification page 14, last 
paragraph). 

Accordingly, the Applicants submit that Vayanos does not anticipate the subject matter 
now defined by claim 30. Independent claim 32 now similarly recites the above-mentioned 
subject matter distinguishing method claim 30 from Vayanos, but with respect to an apparatus. 
Therefore, allowance of claims 30 and 32 and all claims dependent therefrom is deemed to be 
warranted. 

If any issues remain which may best be resolved through a telephone communication, the 
examiner is requested to telephone the undersigned at the local Washington, D.C. telephone 
number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/James Edward Ledbetter/ 
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